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G. Brink 
Call to order 
The meeting was called to order at 9:40 a.m. 


Approval of Minutes 


Dr. O'Brien advised that the minutes to be approved were for the Senate 
meetings of October 29 and November 19, 1976. He also advised that the 
Secretary had skipped over the minutes of November 5, 1976, in order to 
do those of the meeting of November 19, 1976, which contained more 
substantive material. The minutes of the meeting of November 5, 1976 
would be available for the January 1977 meeting of Senate. Concerning the 
minutes of the meeting of November 19, 1976, the Secretary advised that 
Mr. John Mathewson should be added to the list of members "absent with 
regrets.". Also, Prof. C. Giguere should be added to the first line of the 
sixth paragraph on page 10. 


IT WAS MOVED BY PROF. MCEVENUE, SECONDED BY PROF. 
BESSNER, THAT THE MINUTES OF THE MEETINGS OF OCTOBER 
29 AND NOVEMBER 19, 1976, AS CORRECTED BE APPROVED. 

- MOTION CARRIED - 


Chairman's Remarks 


Dr. O'Brien drew Senate's attention to three documents which were 
included in the material which the members received for this meeting. Since 
they did not appear elsewhere on the agenda and since that did not involve 
action or an agenda item, he wished to refer to them under "Chairman's 
Remarks." 
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The first was the Capital Budget for 1976/77 (DOC-US-76-13-DI) which 
was being tabled for the information of Senate. Dr. O'Brien explained that 
what was included in the document was essentially the annual expenditures 
part of the Capital Budget. He pointed out that the Government 
authorization which covers these matters has not yet been received because 
the Government, neither past nor present, did not pass the Order-in-Council 
that establishes the Capital Budget. The amounts which are involved are 
those which the Department of Education informed Concordia some months 
ago would be approved and eventually paid. The Budget has been approved 
by the Board of Governors and the expenditures have gone ahead on the 
assumption that sooner or later the money will arrive. 


The second document concerns "Professors Emeriti" (DOC-US-76-13-D2). 
Dr. O'Brien explained that Senate looked at a document on this subject on 
an earlier occasion and expressed its approval in principle for establishing a 
title of "Professor Emeritus" along certain lines. The document has been 
rewritten and he will be presenting it to the Board of Governors for 
approval. It was being tabled at this point for the information of Senators. 


Concerning document US-76-13-D3 which was in the form of a 
memorandum from Prof. Whitelaw, Dr. O'Brien explained that this had 
been requested by the Steering Committee because the Steering Committee 
felt that it would be useful and interesting to members of Senate to have a 
summary of the activities, accomplishments and definitive products of 
U.C.C.C. over the period of one year. It was now being tabled for the 
information of Senate. 


Dr. O'Brien drew Senate's attention’ to the time limits which have been 
attached to various topics on the agenda. He advised that the Steering 
Committee feels-that one of the major problems of Senate has been that 
matters appear on the Senate agenda and as "New Business" they are at the 
bottom of the list where in some cases they languish for three or four 
months. When they are finally dealt with they have sometimes ceased to be 
timely and sometimes almost everyone has forgotten why the item was there 
in the first place. In any case, a certain amount of fairly significant business 
of the University is complicated by the fact that these questions are not dealt 
with. Consequently, the Steering Committee has placed several such items 
at a relatively high point on the agenda under "Priority Business" with a 
time limit attached. It is the opinion of the Steering Committee that Senate 
could deal with these items within the time limit involved and if this should 
turn out not to be the case, when the time is exhausted the matter can be 
postponed and taken up later in the meeting or at a subsequent meeting if 
necessary. Nonetheless, Steering Committee urges Senate to deal with these 
matters within the time limit so that the agenda can be cleared. 


Question Period 


Responding to a question concerning changes for next term class sizes in 
the Faculty of Commerce and Administration, Dean Berczi advised that in 
order to make it possible to have a better faculty-student ratio in the 
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advanced classes, it is proposed to increase the size of the introductory 
courses in the first year. This will allow the Faculty, with the same resource 
package, to have a lower ratio in the advanced classes. For next year it is 
proposed to "experiment" with two classes only and if this should prove to 
be successful it may be extended to other first year courses. If appropriate 
physical facilities can be found, the proposed increase in class size would be 
from the present average size of 50 to 300 or 350 students. 


Reports from Councils, etc. 


Dr. O'Brien pointed out that under this item a report is to be made on the 
"future of Science" which he proposed to deal with at the end of this 
particular segment of the agenda. 


He advised that the Steering Committee has asked for a report to be made to 
Senate at this meeting on the Library Loans Policy and he asked Prof. F. 
Drysdale and Mr. J. Princz who were attending the meeting to inform 
Senate on where the Library Loans Policy now stands. 


In presenting his report, Prof. Drysdale explained that the policy which has 
been implemented is a semester loans policy and it was therefore very 
difficult to give anything more than a very tentative idea as to how the policy 
is working at this point. He requested that Senate allow the Library 
Committee as well as the Library staff an additional two months to review 
the statistics which will be available at the coming end of the first fall 
semester of the operation of the policy. He anticipated that at the February 
1977 meeting of Senate a report should be available which will indicate how 
the policy is operating in all branches of the Library. Any necessary 
amendments in the policy would be recommended at that time. 


He advised that the policy seems to have been working well in all Libraries, 
that the circulation has increased, and that there has been absolutely no 
complaints reported to the Senate Library Committee. 


Mr. Princz advised that the part of the Library Loans Policy which relates to 
the students will be evaluated in January 1977, and that part which relates to 
the Faculty will be evaluated in February 1977. He also stated that all 
indications so far are that the Library Loans Policy is an unqualified success 
in every aspect. With respect to the Loans Policy, no complaints have been 
received so far this year in contrast with the hundreds which were received 
last year, many of them in writing. 


He pointed out however, that there have been some Complaints over the 
fine structure, it being felt that the fifty cents per day fine was too high. He 
explained that this represented a compromise in that last year at Sir George 
Williams campus there was a one dollar per day fine, while at Loyola it was 
twenty-five cents per day. 


It was agreed that Senate would consider the issue again at its February 
1977, meeting at which time a formal report would be available. 
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Dean Berczi reported that two new Minor programmes were approved at the 
last meeting of the Commerce and Administration Faculty Council. The first 
was a Minor in International Business, and the second was a minor in 
Production Systems. The appropriate documentation has been forwarded to 
U.C.C.C. and to the Secretary of Senate and the proposals should be on the 
agenda for the January 1977 meeting of Senate. 


Prof. Whitelaw elaborated on the complexities surrounding "remedial 
English," an issue which was currently being discussed in U.C.C.C. A 
document will be coming to Senate in the near future. 


Dean Campbell, in presenting the interim report from the Deans concerning 
the Academic Organization of the University (DOC-US-76-13-D21), 
explained that the report outlines the activities of the Deans up to this point; 
it sets out certain activities that will be immediately taking place; and 
concludes on a proper summary of the matter at this time. He pointed out 
that very substantial agreement has been achieved on a number of central 
issues and while the drafting of a final report is obviously at an early stage 
and because there are groups that the Deans have agreed to meet with,, it 
would be unwise to move too far in advance in reporting at this time. 


Responding to a question concerning the problems which have been isolated 
and the agreements which have been reached on some of the important 
issues, Dean Campbell advised that the problems were on a very wide 
spectrum and ranged all the way from the probable decline in enrolment to 
the existence of two campuses. He did not feel that it would be judicious at 
this stage to elaborate on those areas where substantial agreement has been 
reached. He stated that personally he was enormously gratified by the way 
things were progressing and emphasized that at no point has it been a horse 
trading or bargaining exercise but rather it is an attempt to address a problem 
and find a solution. 


Appointments 


IT WAS MOVED BY PROF. MCEVENUE, SECONDED BY PROF. 
ORNSTEIN THAT THE APPOINTMENTS TO THE FELLOWSHIPS, 
SCHOLARSHIPS AND AWARDS COMMITTEE AND TO THE 
LIBRARY COMMITTEE (DOC-US-76-13-D4), BE APPROVED. 


- MOTION CARRIED - 


IT WAS MOVED BY MR. HORGAN, SECONDED BY PROF. 
BESSNER THAT MR. GEORGE CHRYSSOMALIS AND MR. D. 
MARCOGLIESE (DOC-US-76-13-D5) BE APPOINTED TO THE SPACE 
PLANNING ADVISORY COMMITTEE. 


- MOTION CARRIED - 
In presenting the nominations from the Steering Committee to the 


Graduation Ceremonies Committee of the Board of Governors 
(DOC-US-76-13-D6), Dr. O'Brien explained the composition of the 
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Committee and advised that these appointments would be for two-year 
terms beginning in January 1977. 


IT WAS MOVED BY PROF. ORNSTEIN, SECONDED BY DEAN 
CALLAGHAN, MAT DRAN A. PINSKY, PROF. D. FROST, AND 
PROF. K. WATERS, BE APPOINTED TO THE GRADUATION 
CEREMONIES COMMITTEE OF THE BOARD OF GOVERNORS 
(DOC-US-76-13-D7). 


- MOTION CARRIED - 


Report from the Task Force on Commerce and Administration Courses 


Prof. Whitelaw presented and explained the report from the Task Force on 
Commerce and Administration Courses (DOC-US-76-7-D9). 


He pointed out that items 2.3 and 2.4 of page 5 of the report were written 
on the assumption that the report would be approved by Senate in time for 
such things to be incorporated into the Calendar. This has not proved to be 
the case. 


He explained that when the report first came out it was pointed out by the 
Mathematics and Quantitative Methods Departments that the spirit of 
acceptable pre-requisites was not to the extent that one could list in the 
Calendar that course "X" has alternative pre-requisites, one of which is a 
Q.M. prerequisite and the other is a Mathematics pre-requisite. In other 
words, these are left to individual cases and they will be acceptable 
depending on the student's programme. That is, the pre-requisite is a 
function of the student's programme rather than a strict function of the 
course. He suggested that items 2.3 and 2.4 on page 5 of the report 
(DOC-US-76-7-D9) be withdrawn. 


IT WAS MOVED BY PROF. WHITELAW, SECONDED BY PROF. 
BESSNER, THAT THE REPORT FROM THE TASK FORCE ON 
COMMERCE AND ADMINISTRATION COURSES (DOC-US-76-7-D9) 
BE RECEIVED, SUBJECT TO THE ELIMINATION OF SECTIONS 2.3 
AND 2.4 ON PAGE 5. 


It was explained that in eliminating sections 2.3 and 2.4 it was to be 
understood that these would be looked at again by U.C.C.C., with a view 
to the 1978/79 Calendar. In receiving the report, it should be considered as 
an attempt to determine equivalents or quasi-equivalents and as guidelines 
for future operations. 


Responding to a question concerning the difference between the Loyola 
Economics 404 and Quantitative Methods 243/244, Dean Berczi explained 
that in the Economics Statistics course, which has an Economics 
pre-requisite, all of the examples and applications are from the field of 
economics. Part of the difference therefore is because of the examples and 
problem which are assigned. There is also a difference in the subject matter 
which is covered. It was suggested that section 2.3 on page 5 of document 
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US-76-7-D9 be replaced by a statement that "the Department Chairman will 
ensure that the list of pre-requisite courses is supplied to all programme 
advisors to make sure that where desirable, the alternative pre-requisite may 
be used." 


It was suggested that this should be put in the form of an amendment to the 
main motion. 


IT WAS MOVED BY PROF. COHEN, SECONDED BY DEAN BREEN, 
THAT DEPARTMENT CHAIRMEN ENSURE THAT COPIES OF THE 
DOCUMENT BE SUPPLIED TO THE PROGRAMME ADVISORS SO 
THAT WHEN DESIRABLE FOR A STUDENT'S PROGRAMME, THE 
ALTERNATIVE PRE-REQUISITE MAY BE ALLOWED. 


The feeling was expressed that a statement to the effect that a student may 
take only one of the alternatives for credit, . should be included in the 
amendment. However, it was argued that in some cases the programme 
advisor may decide that it would be better for a student to take both courses. 


Dr. O'Brien stated that his understand . ing was that if the amendment and 
motion are passed we will have a document which will be used by 
programme advisors in various ways and will lead to various ad hoc 
decisions for certain students. But there will be nothing that will be forced 
into the list of pre-requisites in the Calendar as a result of the vote. 
However, it will still be possible for certain pre-requisite changes to be 
made through the normal processes, and the Faculties or U.C.C.C. will be 
reviewing that. In fact, U.C.C.C. will be reviewing the problem which is 
involved in section 2.4 on page 5 of document US-76-7-D9 which may lead 
to some further action which in turn may lead to something in the 
announcement. However, we are not dealing with that today. 


With respect to students taking more than one of the alternatives for credit, 
Dr. O'Brien advised that this is a problem we should recognize that needs 
resolution but he felt that the technical resolution was not available to Senate 
today and we should not pass a motion dealing with that aspect of it. 

- THE AMENDMENT WAS CARRIED - 


- THE MAIN MOTION AS AMENDED WAS VOTED ON AND WAS 
CARRIED - 


Pass/Fail System of Grading 


Dr. O'Brien explained that the proposal for a Pass/Fail System of Grading 
(DOC-US-76-13-D7) was presented to Senate towards the end of the last 
academic year at which time it was referred to the Faculty Councils for 
consideration. The first page of the document was the proposal itself and the 
positions taken by the Faculty Councils are attached. He noted that the 
reactions from the Faculty Councils were basically unfavourable to the 
establishment of this particular proposal. 
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IT WAS MOVED BY PROF. MCEVENUE, SECONDED BY PROF. 
ORNSTEIN, THAT THE PROPOSAL FOR A PASS/FAIL SYSTEM OF 
GRADING (DOC-US-76-13-D7) BE REJECTED. 


Responding to a question concerning the effect on individual Faculties if 
senate should approve such a system, Dr. O'Brien advised that the 
particular drafting of 'the proposal now before Senate (DOC-US-76-13-D7) 
would require that it be accepted by the various Faculties because the system 
would be adopted for the University as a whole. 


It was suggested that the proposal be amended to state that the decision to 
adopt the Pass/Fail system will ultimately rest with the Faculty Councils. 


It was argued that it would be unfair for Senate at this point to return the 
proposal to the Faculty Councils all of which have rejected it. 


It was agreed that the amendment be presented as a separate motion after 
Senate has dealt with the motion which was on the floor. 


- THE MOTION WAS VOTED ON AND WAS CARRIED - 


The proposers of the suggested amendment decided not to present another 
motion. 


With respect to a motion from the $.G.W. Science Faculty Council 
concerning "Audit Grades", Dr. O'Brien advised that any discussion on this 
should be limited to whether or not it was desirable to investigate the 
introduction of an "Audit Grade" rather than a discussion on the "Audit 
Grade" question itself, because Senate should have some material on the 
concept before debating it. If there was sufficient interest in this, Senate 
could then ask through the Steering Committee that steps be taken to 
provide material to discuss it. 


Dr. O'Brien asked if anyone wished to speak against the idea of wasting our 
time in looking into the "Audit Grade," explaining that he deliberatel7 
phrased his question that way because if there is a strong feeling that really 
we do not want this system, he would object to wasting the time of various 
people putting together a report which is predestined to be rejected by 
Senate. 


No one spoke against the idea of investigating the "Audit Grade" which Dr. 
O'Brien interpreted as a consensus that it is worth looking into. He will 
therefore ask the Steering Committee to find a way to do this and to bring 
some appropriate material before Senate at a later meeting. 


Recommendation from the Computer Science Committee 


With respect to the recommendation from the Computer Science Committee 
(DOC-US-76-13-D8), Prof. Whitelaw outlined the background of the 
whole question of degree designations and the recommendations of the 
Conseil des Universities on this matter. 
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In presenting the recommendation from the Computer Science Committee 
that the present degree titles B.;Comp.Sc. and M.Comp.Sc. be retained 
(DOC-US-76-13-D8), Dr-. C. Giguere, Secretary of the Committee, 
explained that the matter had been referred to the Computer Science 
Committee by the Dean of the Faculty of Engineering for consideration. 


IT WAS MOVED BY DEAN FRENCH, SECONDED BY DEAN 
CALLAGHAN, THAT THE RECOMMENDATION FROM THE 
COMPUTER SCIENCE COMMITTEE THAT THE PRESENTED 
DEGREE TITLES OF B.COMP.SC. AND M.COMP.SC. 
(DOC-US-76-13-D8) BE RETAINED, BE APPROVED. 


- MOTION CARRIED - 


Dr. O'Brien pointed out that reference in document US-76-13-DS "Comité 
des Programmes of the Conseil des Universités" was an error in that the 
Comité des Programmes was a joint Committee of the Conseil des 
Universités and of the Department of Education. While he felt it did not 
make too much difference in this context he suggested when outside 
reference is made to this, care should be taken on that detail because it is a 
detail about which the Department of Education was somewhat sensitive. 


Centre for Building Studies - Enabling Legislation 


Concerning the Centre for Building Studies - Enabling Legislation, Dr. 
O'Brien explained that the resolutions which have been adopted by the 
Engineering Faculty Council are contained in document US-76-13-D9. 
What is involved is the establishment of a department which requires a 
recommendation by Senate and action by the Board of Governors. 


Dean Callaghan explained that what is being proposed is to create a new 
department with a particular name, that name being the Centre for Building 
Studies. It would act as an academic department in practically all respects. 
The reasons for the recommendations are listed under the "Whereases" in 
document US-76-13-D9. The title of the chairman in this particular case is 
the Director of the Centre for Building Studies. This is being proposed 
rather than "Chairman" because there is a function beyond the regular 
academic activity which involves the carrying out of the commitment which 
has been undertaken as part of the application of the negotiated development 
grant. 


IT WAS MOVED BY DEAN CALLAGHAN, SECONDED BY DEAN 
BERCZI, TRAT THE RESOLUTIONS FROM THE ENGINEERING 
FACULTY COUNCIL CONCERNING THE CENTRE FOR BUILDING 
STUDIES - ENABLING LEGISLATION (DOC-US-76-13-D9) BE 
APPROVED AND RECOMMENDED TO THE BOARD OF 
GOVERNORS. 


Responding to a question as to why the term Centre was used rather than 
Department, Dean Callaghan explained that the title of Centre is one that 
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they can sell in terms of the research activities, a little better than the simple 
title of department. 


It was pointed out that the Loyola Faculty of Arts and Science created a 
Centre for Interdisciplinary Studies because the word "Centre" is more 
attractive than "Department", and Interdisciplinary Studies was very 
important to Loyola's educational concept. 


There was also an entirely different set up for the Centre which did not have 
any full-time personnel and the Director therefore has more than the normal 
chairman's authority in collecting bodies to teach courses. While it did-not 
appear to go against the interests of the Loyola Faculty of Arts and Science 
for the Faculty of Engineering to go this route, it was argued that in doing 
so it was in some ways very definitely demoting other Departments. 


Responding to a question Dean Callaghan advised that the Civil Engineering 
Department was aS distinct as any one department in the Faculty of 
Engineering is from another. He also pointed out that the amount of 
research in the Centre and the number of support personnel would be a 
good deal more than in other departments. 


- THE MOTION WAS VOTED ON AND WAS CARRIED - 


CLESEC Admission Profiles in Pure and Applied Sciences 


Dr. O'Brien explained that this item was in fact the outcome of the 
discussion at the last Senate meeting where a group was set up to prepare a 
document which would provide the basis of the additional statement to 
CLESEC which was to follow the submission of the resolution adopted at 
the last meeting as Concordia's formal position. 


The report of the Committee was contained in the first two pages of 
document US-76-13-D19 and a number of additional points are listed in the 
remainder of the report which were noted by the Committee as additional 
objections raised by the Faculty of Engineering. 


Document US-76-13-D20 was also circulated to the Senators as additional 
information relating to this area although not as part of the report itself. 


Prof. Cohen presented the report (DOC-US-76-13-D19) on behalf of the 
Committee which he felt was self-explanatory. 


Dr. O'Brien suggested that basically what follows from our last meeting 
would be a motion to the effect that Senate approve the report and authorize 
that relevant parts of it be extracted and put in a form suitable for forwarding 
to CLESEC.. 


Dean Callaghan advised that he was not seeking to have points 6 to 11 
particularly endorsed by all five members of the Committee and he would 
personally be happy to leave these points simply as the viewpoints of the 
Faculty of Engineering. 


Prof. Cohen advised that there were definite objections made to some of the 
points from 6 to 11 by some of the members of the Committee. 


It was agreed that Senate only consider the first five points at this time. 


IT WAS MOVED BY PROF. COHEN, SECONDED BY DEAN 
VERSCHINGEL, THAT THE FIRST FIVE POINTS OF THE REPORT 
(DOC-US-76-11-D19) BE APPROVED AND AUTHORIZE MAN AN 
APPROPRIATE VERSION OF THE FIRST THREE POINTS BE 
FOWARDED TO CLESEC. 


The feeling was expressed that the case has only been half-made with 
respect to the first three points and it was wondered whether it was 
advisable to submit these to CLESEC at this time. It might be possible for 
Senate to get a much more substantive report from the Committee by the 
next meeting and we should inform CLESEC that although we support their 
effort to enhance student mobility through to the end of CEGEP, and we 
support wholeheartedly the two-year effort to establish something which 
would achieve that, this effort has visibly failed and we would like to make 
amore substantive report at a later date. 


Dr. O'Brien advised that it was open to us to choose the date of our report 
and he did not see any problem in that respect. Also, with respect to point 
number 5, if this is approved by Senate, we would simply be approving our 
intent to set up a committee and we would then have to refer the matter to 
the Steering Committee to come back to Senate with a more specific 
proposal on the make up and membership of such a committee. 


With respect to approving point number 4 concerning the question of 
"Admissions".. Dr. O'Brien advised that we would be deciding to oppose 
attempts to set up a Provincial centralized admissions system. He explained 
that this is in fact the position that the University is following at the moment 
and approving this would not change the University's stance. 


It was suggested that the motion be divided and that Senate consider only 
points | and 2 at this time. It was argued that by dividing the motion Senate 
was simply postponing the debate. 


It was pointed out that the allotted ten-minute time limit for this item had 
expired and it was agreed that Senate move to the next item on the agenda. 


- THE MOTION TO APPROVE POINTS 1 AND 2 OF DOCUMENT 
US-76-13-D19 WAS VOTED ON AND WAS CARRIED 


Dr. O'Brien suggested that during the lunch hour some of the individuals 
involved be conferred with and if it appears that there is some form of 
agreement that might pass quickly as to what will be endorsed and sent 
forward, and in what form, he would bring the item back at the beginning 
of the afternoon agenda. If this is not possible, the item would be set lower 
on the agenda. This was agreeable to the Senate. 
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Fellowships, Scholarships and Awards Policy 


Dr. O'Brien explained that what was before Senate (DOC-US-76-12-D5) 
was a proposed clarification of three principles which the University would 
be asked to adopt in order to guide the Fellowships, Scholarships and 
Awards Committee. 


IT WAS MOVED BY MR. QUINN, SECONDED BY MR. HORGLN, 
THAT THE POLICIES OUTLINED IN DOCUMENT US-76-12-D5 BE 
APPROVED. 


Responding to a question on the definition of the word "administer" in the 
second policy, Dr. O'Brien explained that the central point to "administer" is 
to make the decision as to who gets the award. 


What we are saying is that the University will not undertake to make a 
decision that "X" gets it instead of "Y". We will list however, for the 
information of applicants that such and such an association has a 
scholarship available and that the association makes the decision as to who 
gets it. 


It was pointed out that the words "limited to discipline" might exclude 
students who were registered in a programme such as "Canadian Studies." 


It was agreed that the words "or field of studies" be included in Policy 
number 1. 


- THE MOTION WITH THE CHANGE, WAS VOTED ON AND WAS 
CARRIED - 


It was requested that the Fellowships, Scholarships and Awards Committee 
report to Senate on the monies available by Faculty and campus and what 
positive action they will take to establish additional scholarships and awards 
in accordance with document US-76-12-D5. 


Dr. O'Brien advised that the Committee has just been constituted by virtue 
of the appointments which were approved today. He intends to meet with 
the Committee early in the new year to discuss what they should be doing 
and he has taken note of the points raised and will ask them to provide 
something along those lines. 


Academic Regulations - B.Eng. Programme 


Concerning the Academic Regulations - B.Eng. Programme 
(DOC-US-76-13-D10), Prof. Bordan advised that he has checked the 
document to see that it was consistent with-the University policy adopted by 
Senate last spring. He confirmed that while these regulations are tougher, 
they were consistent with the University policy in that a Faculty may impose 
standards that are higher than the minimal standards approved by Senate last 
year. 
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In presenting the Academic Regulations - B.Eng. Programme 
(DOC-US-76-13-DIO), Dr. Giguere outlined the history of the development 
of the revisions which were now before Senate. He explained that the 
wording in several sections could be improved and he advised that he has 
received a letter from Prof. Bordan painting out certain modifications in the 
style of the regulations. These in no way change the import of the proposed 
regulations. Prof. Bordan had pointed out that there was an inconsistency in 
section 5, d, of the report and it was agreed that the words "by the end of 
their next year of study" be changed to "by the time of the next 
assessment.11 Dr. Giguere emphasized that the style of the writing of these 
regulations will be improved as we proceed from one Calendar printing to 
the next. 


Responding to a question concerning retroactivity, Dr. Giguere advised that 
the regulations will go into effect on June 1, 1977. Students presently in the 
system will, for this year, be assessed under the existing academic 
regulations. It is the intention of the Faculty of Engineering next year to 
assess all students under the new system for the simple reason that the 
previous system was based on a grade point average which no longer exists 
under the new grading system. 


It was pointed out that the system itself was a system without memory in 
that there is no cumulative component to it. In order to assess a student in a 
given year, one did not have to back to find out what a particular student has 
done two or three years ago. 


IT WAS MOVED BY PROF. XISTRIS, SECONDED BY PROF. 
DOUGLASS, THAT THE ACADEMIC REGULATIONS -B. ENG. 
PROGRAMME (DOC-US-76-13-DlO), WITH THE CHANGE IN 
SECTION 5, d), BE APPROVED. 


Prof. Bordan pointed out that the change in section 5, d) would not appear 
in the current Calendar which has already -one to press, and he was assured 
that the context of his memo will be taken into account in the next writing of 
the academic regulations for the following year. 

- THE MOTION WAS CARRIED - 


Graduate Curriculum Changes 


Dr. O'Brien identified the various documents relating to the Graduate 
Curriculum Changes which have been distributed to the Senators. Dean 
French explained that his first motion would deal with the Major 
Modifications to existing Graduate programmes which were contained in 
documents.US-76-13-D11 and US-76-13-D12. He pointed out that all of 
those proposed modifications have been approved by the relative 
programmes, Faculty councils, the Board of Graduate Studies, and 
ULC, CAC. 


76-13-21 


76-13-22 


IT WAS MOVED BY DEAN FRENCH, SECONDED BY PROF. 
ORNSTEIN, THAT THE MAJOR MODIFICATIONS TO GRADUATE 
PROGRAMMES (DOCS-US-76-13-D11 AND US-76-13-D12) BE 
APPROVED FOR IMPLEMENTATION IN 1977/78. 


- MOTION CARRIED - 


IT WAS MOVED BY DEAN FRENCH, SECONDED BY DEAN 
BERCZI, THAT THE DIPLOMA IN SPORTS ADMINISTRATION 
PROGRAMME (DOC-US-76-13-DI3) BE APPROVED FOR 
IMPLEMENTATION IN 1977/78, SUBJECT TO THE COMMENTS OF 
U.C.C.C. (DOC-US76-13-D17). 


The feeling was expressed that the intent of the second requirement listed on 
page 3 of document US-76-13-D13 under "Requirements for the Diploma" 
was not too clear and it was suggested that if the intent was merely to make 
sure that the students can read material in French we should say exactly that. 
The idea of adequate competence is coming in so many forms that this could 
be read as meaning that some level of practical bilingualism is required. 


Prof. Whitelaw advised that U.C.C.C. was not clear on exactly what the 
purpose of this requirement was but had been informed that it was mainly a 
reading competence. 


Dean Berczi advised that this requirement means that the students will be 
tested but at what level has not yet been specified. 


Dr. O'Brien stated that it was being suggested that this was an area that 
should be looked at by the sponsors of the programme to define a little more 
clearly what the expectation was and was not a suggestion that Senate 
should take any position on the matter at this point. 


Dean French advised that the process of clarification was underway, 
- THE MOTION WAS VOTED ON AND WAS CARRIED - 


IT WAS MOVED BY DLLN FRENCH, SECONDED BY PROF. 
COHEN, THAT OPTION C OF THE MASTER IN THE TEACHING OF 
MATHEMATICS PROGRAMME (DOC-US-76-13-DI7) BE APPROVED 
FOR IMPLEMENTATION IN 1977/78. 


Prof. Cohen explained that "pre-undergraduate courses" in 6, 11, on page 4 
of document US-76-13-D17 refers to elementary courses offered to students 
in the Extended Credit Programme during the evening. He advised that he 
would be prepared to eliminate the suffix "pre". 


Prof. Bordan suggested that "pre-undergraduate" be changed to "some 
elementary" or "some first level" courses. 


- THE MOTION WAS VOTED ON AND WAS CARRIED - 


76-13-23 
76-13-24 


76-13-25 


76-13-26 


76-13-27 


It was agreed that the meeting adjourn and reconvene at 2:00 p.m. 
The meeting resumed at 2:10 p.m. 


Dr. O'Brien reminded Senate that when we were discussing the Admission 
Profiles this morning (Agenda item VII, e)), he had said that he might bring 
this back on the agenda at this point. After looking into the question 
however, he was proposing instead that this item be brought back onto the 
agenda at the end of "Priority Business". Senate agreed to this proposal. 


Graduate Curriculum Changes (Continued) 


Concerning the proposed Diploma in English (DOC-US-76-13-D15), Dean 
French advised that he was going to make a motion to approve the 
programme which would be followed by a motion from Dean Campbell to 
table. 


He explained that discussions are now going on between the two concerned 
Faculties and Departments on this matter. 


IT WAS MOVED BY DEAN FRENCH, SECONDED BY PROF. 
ORNSTEIN, THAT THE DIPLOMA IN ENGLISH PROGRAMME 
(DOC-US-76-13-D15), BE APPROVED. 


IT WAS MOVED BY DEAN CAMPBELL, SECONDED BY PROF. 
ORNSTEIN, THAT THIS BE TABLED FOR ONE MONTH TO 
REAPPEAR UNDER PRIORITY BUSINESS. 


- THE MOTION TO TABLE WAS CARRIED - 

IT WAS MOVED BY DEAN FRENCH, SECONDED BY DEAN 
PINSKY, MAT THE DOCTOR OF PHILOSOPHY IN ART EDUCATION 
(DOC-US-76-13-D18), INCLUDING THE APPENDICES, BE 
APPROVED BY SENATE FOR SUBMISSION TO THE COMITE 
CONJOINT DES PROGRAMMES. 


Dean French explained the historical background of the proposed new 
programme. 


- THE MOTION WAS VOTED ON AND WAS CARRIED - 


Graduate Grading System 


Dr. O'Brien advised that the proposal for the new Graduate Grading System 
was contained in document US-76-7-DIO and that document US-76-9-D9 
was the back-up material which explains what transpired under the auspices 
of the Board of Graduate Studies in the earlier consideration of this 
proposal. He suggested that Senate deal first of all with the basic set of 
passing grades and then with the remaining grades. 


Dean French explained that at the September 24, 1976, Senate meeting there 
was a motion to approve the new Graduate Grading System which was 
followed by-an amendment which had been approved that "the rule referred 
to in the first paragraph of document US-76-7-D1O limiting the number of 
"C" grades must be approved by the Board of Graduate Studies." There 
was also an amendment on the floor that "the word 'marginal' attached to 
the "C" grade be eliminated." He advised that Frances-"Bauer had prepared 
a memorandum with a number of appendices attached CDOC-US-76-9-D9) 
in the hope of answering the various questions that were raised during the 
September debate. 


Dean French stated that after speaking with the members of the Board of 
Graduate Studies his informal impression was that if the amendment to 
delete the word "marginal" from the "C" grade is passed, the Board of 
Graduate Studies would want to remove all of the descriptors from the 
passing grades. 


Dr. O'Brien advised that the proposition which was now before Senate was: 


"that there be three levels of passing grades, A, B and C, and that 
the descriptors be excellent, good and marginal pass 
(DOC-US76-7-D10)" 


and the proposed amendment on the floor was: 


"THAT THE WORD 'MARGINAL' ATTACHED TO THE 'C' 
GRADE BE DELETED (DOC-US-76-7-DI0)." 


He invited the discussion to resume on the amendment. 


Senate was informed that it was not known how widely the descriptor 
"marginal pass" was used among Graduate Schools. 


Support was voiced for retaining the word "marginal" in the descriptor of 
the %11 grade, it being argued that in the Canadian context the "C" grade at 
the graduate level is not really viewed as a pass. The analogous grade would 
be "B-". 


It was stated that the utilization of the "marginal pass" as an allowed grade 
will be specified but what it means will not be defined beyond those words. 
This specification is contained in the first paragraph in document 
US-76-7-D10. 


Senate was advised that a preference had been expressed by most members 
of the Sir George William Faculty of Science that there should be no 
qualifiers attached to the passing grades. 


- THE AMENDMENT WAS VOTED ON AND WAS NOT CARRIED - 


Dr. O'Brien reminded Senate that the main motion was: 


76-13-28 


"THAT THE MODIFICATIONS TO ME GRADUATE GRADING 
SYSTEM (DOC-US-76-7-D1O) BE APPROVED FOR 
IMPLEMENTATION EFFECTIVE JUNE 1, 1977." 


He advised that he would now divide the main motion as he had indicated 
earlier, the first motion being: 


"THAT THE PASSING GRADES (DOC-.US-76-7-DIO) BE APPROVED, 
SUBJECT TO THE AMENDMENT WHICH WAS PASSED AT THE 
SEPTEMBER 24, 1976 MEETING." 

- MOTION CARRIED - 

The second motion was: 

"THAT THE REMAINDER OF THE PROPOSED MODIFICATIONS TO 
THE GRADUATE GRADING SYSTEM (DOC-US-76-7-DIO) BE 
APPROVED." 

- MOTION CARRIED - 


CLESEC Admission Profiles in Pure and Applied Sciences (Continued) 


Dr. O'Brien reminded Senate that points | and 2 of document 
US-76-13-D19 had been approved during the morning session. This was 
on the basis of a divided motion and what was before Senate was a motion 
to approve points,. 3, 4 and 5 of document.US-76-13-D19. 


It was agreed that the motion be again divided and discussion continued on 
the motion: 


"THAT POINT 3 ON PAGE 2 OF DOCUMENT US-76-13-D19 BE 
APPROVED." 


In speaking in favour of the motion, Prof. Bordan explained that he was 
aware that there was a history in the CEGEPs which has been relayed to us 
on a number of occasions to the effect that when a University lays out some 
suggestions these are very quickly read by the students as absolute 
requirements. 


Nonetheless, if Universities wish to have the right to lay out suggestions, it 
then becomes the responsibility of the advisors in the CEGEPs to point out 
that is exactly what these are and that they are not absolute requirements. 


It was argued that if this is included in our response to CLESEC it will so 
attract the attention of the members of CLESEC that our real concern will be 
side-stepped. It is a question of timing and we may be better advised to 
delete this from our present response to CLESEC or in fact, practice this 
without actually bringing it to CLESEC. 


76-13-29 


76-13 30 


It was also argued that point number 3 should not be included in the 
admission requirements and it was suggested that possibly it could be 
placed in some other section of the Calendar. It was further wondered how 
advisable it was to specify courses because this will appear as another 
hidden entrance requirement. It may also be important to indicate that these 
are for guidance only and will not be taken into consideration in establishing 
the admissibility of a student to any programme. 


Support was voiced for the suggestion that point number 3 not be sent to 
CLESEC, but it should be approved by Senate and included in our 
admission requirements. 


Dr. O'Brien stated that his understanding of the effect of passing the motion 
was that Senate has endorsed the principle of point number 3 and that his 
reaction on the basis of the discussion was that this would not form part of 
what will subsequently be sent to CLESEC. He emphasized that the reason 
that there is no need that this should be sent to CLESEC is that this is not 
part of the admission requirement. Whatever way this advice is made 
available to students it will have-to be-done in such a way that it is clear to 
the reader that it is not a portion of the admission requirements but rather 
that it is additional gratuitous advice. 


- THE MOTION WAS VOTED ON AND WAS CARRIED - 


It was understood that point number 3 (DOC-US-76-13-D19) would not 
appear under admission requirements. 


Support was voiced for the intent of point number 4 (DOC-US-76-13-D19), 
but it was argued that the reasons given for opposing attempts to set up a 
provincial centralized admissions system were completely inadequate and it 
would be preferable to pass a motion stating our opposition but leaving the 
reasons out. 


AN AMENDMENT WAS MOVED BY PROF. MCEVENUE, 
SECONDED BY PROF. DOUGLASS, THAT POINT NUMBER 4 
(DOC-US-76-13-D19) BE AMENDED TO READ "THE UNIVERSITY 
SHOULD OPPOSE ATTEMPTS TO SET UP A PROVINCIAL 
CENTRALIZED ADMISSIONS SYSTEM. 


- THE AMENDMENT WAS CARRIED - 


- THE MAIN MOTION (TO APPROVE POINT NUMBER 4), AS 
AMENDED, WAS VOTED ON AND WAS CARRIED - 


Concerning point number 5 (DOC-US-76-13-D19), Dr. O'Brien advised 
that if this is approved, the question would then be referred to the Steering 
Committee to present at a subsequent meeting, a specific proposal on the 
composition and membership of the committee. 


He explained the present mechanisms for keeping members of the 
University and Senate informed of matters under discussion at CLESEC. 


76-13-31 


It was pointed out that Prof. Whitelaw currently sends out reports after each 
CLESEC meeting to members of U.C.C.C. and to members of the 
academic administration And it was argued that the informational function of 
point number 5 could be served simply by putting members of Senate on the 
mailing list. 


As for the development of a University position on the various CLESEC 
affair it was argued that there was no need to have a Senate Standing 
Committee for this because the U.C.C.C. presently considers these matters. 
Also, that when a matter such as the CLESEC Admission Profiles does 
come up the appropriate people could then form an ad hoc committee to deal 
with it. 


- THE MOTION TO APPROVE POINT NUMBER 5 
(DOC-US-76-13-D19) WAS VOTED ON AND WAS NOT CARRIED - 


Dr. O'Brien explained that there have been a considerable number of ad hoc 
committees on matters arising out of CLESEC. over the years and there is 
nothing that Senate has done that would change the-spirit of forming ad hoc 
committees on these matters in the future. 


He explained that the position we are now in is that Senate has just rejected 
the idea of forming a standing committee but it should be borne in mind that 
there still is the possibility of setting up an ad hoc committee of Senate at 
certain points in the future if the need arises. 


Dr. O'Brien advised that Senate has now completed dealing with the report 
(DOC-US-76-13-D19) in the sense of the first five points and we have dealt 
with the original motion to approve items 1| to 5 and to select from them the 
material that will go to CLESEC. 


Concerning the remaining part of the document (US-76-13-D19), Dr. 
O'Brien advised that there is no motion on the floor at the present time on 
this. There had been a suggestion earlier that the University might forward 
this material to CLESEC for information as a position of the Faculty of 
Engineering in Concordia. This could be dome but it was his impression 
that there are a number of significant issues on these particular points and it 
would be well for Senate to examine with some care the material contained 
therein before deciding what to do with it. 


It was suggested that perhaps the Faculty of Engineering would be willing 
to forward this to CLESEC on their own, but Dr. O'Brien advised that this 
could not be done because CLESEC communicates with the University and 
not with its Faculties. 


It was stated the point number 7 (DOC-US-76-13-D19) was different than 
the other five points in that it concerned not just Engineering but also 
Science and should be singled out by Senate for discussion. 


76-13-32 


Prof. Xistris stated that he could not remember points 6 to 11 ever having 
been discussed at the Engineering Faculty Council and he felt that on 
matters as important as curriculum, the Council should have an opportunity 
to voice its opinion. 


IT WAS MOVED BY PROF. XISTRIS, SECONDED BY PROF. 
BESSNER, THAT POINTS NUMBER 6 THROUGH 11 
(DOC-US-76-13-D19) BE REFERRED TO THE ENGINEERING 
FACULTY COUNCIL. 


Prof. Whitelaw advised that the time schedule for the printing and 
distribution of Accueil 77 requires that the information must be submitted by 
the end of January 1977. This means that the decisions on the profiles to be 
used must be taken some time during the mouth of January. 


Dr. O'Brien explained that Senate has already agreed on the list of available 
profiles for pure and applied Sciences and points 6 to 11 are comments 
which we may wish to forward to CLESEC in the hope that in the longer 
run, they may be taken into account and may modify circumstances in future 
years. .In that sense, there was not an immediate urgency in sending it in. 


- THE MOTION WAS VOTED ON AND WAS CARRIED - 


It was stated that the particular matter contained in the letter from the 
Chairman of the Physics Department of Champlain Regional College (DOC- 
US-76-13-D20) was discussed by the Physics Department of the Loyola 
Arts and Science Faculty and also in the Science Faculty. What is stated in 
document US-76-13-D20 relates to point number 7 in document 
US-76-13-D19 and is considered not only true but is also very important. It 
was suggested that this should be referred to both the $.G.W. Faculty of 
Science and to the Loyola Arts and Science Faculty. 


IT WAS MOVED BY PROF. MCEVENUE, SECONDED BY PROF. 
BESSNER, THAT POINT NUMBER 7 IN DOCUMENT US-76-13-D19, 
INCLUDING THE LETTER FROM CHAMPLAIN REGIONAL 
COLLEGE (DOC-US-76-13-D20) BE REFERRED TO THE SIR 
GEORGE WILLIAMS SCIENCE FACULTY AND TO THE LOYOLA 
ARTS AND SCIENCE FACULTY WITH THE IDEA THAT THEY 
WOULD ATTEMPT TO COMMUNICATE WITH EACH OTHER AND 
WITH THE FACULTY OF ENGINEERING ON THIS MATTER. 


- MOTION CARRIED - 


Notice of Motion 


Dr. O'Brien explained that this was a notice of motion made by Dean 
Callaghan at the last Senate meeting to approve point number 2 of the last 
page of the document headed "CLESEC Proposals -Science Profiles." 


He explained that document US-76-13-D16 was distributed with the agenda 
as background information. 


76-13-33 


76-13-34 


Dean Callaghan advised that the item was debated at considerable length in 
the Engineering Faculty Council but that a vote was not taken on the matter 
at that time. Consequently, he felt that the item should be tabled to the 
January 1977 meeting of Senate. 


It was agreed that this item be tabled to the January 28, 1977 Senate meeting 
and that the document outlining the direction of the debate in the 
Engineering Faculty Council (DOC-US-76-13-D22) be circulated to 
Senators in advance of the next meeting. 


Membership of Decision-Making Bodies in a University 


Dr. O'Brien outlined the background of item VIII, b) "Membership of 
Decision-Making Bodies in a University" (DOC-US-76-2-D2) and advised 
that the issues which are involved are important and significant and are not 
issues to be dealt with lightly or quickly. 


He asked Senate how it wished to procedurally deal with this item, pointing 
out that if a serious discussion is begun on the issues it will not be a brief 
one. 

IT WAS MOVED BY PROF. BESSNER, SECONDED BY PROF. 
XISTRIS, THAT SENATE RECEIVE THE DOCUMENT (US-76-2-D2) 
AND PROCEED TO THE NEXT ITEM ON THE AGENDA. 

- MOTION CARRIED - 


Resolution concerning Canadianization in the University 


Dr. O'Brien explained that the resolution concerning Canadianization in the 
University (DOC-US-76-7-D12) was proposed by Prof. Adams at the last 

Senate meeting in May 1976'and has been on the agenda since September, 

1976. 


Document US-76-7-D13 is the Sir George Williams University policies in 
this area as they existed as of April 24, 1973 and have not been 
significantly, changed since. Document US-76-9-D2 contains the Loyola 
College policies. 


Prof. Bordan stated that the proposal (DOC-US-77-7-D12) seemed 
perfectly reasonable, however, with one important problem. That is, it does 
not make allowance for the situation outlined on page 2 of document 
US-76-7-D13 concerning Visiting Professorial Appointments. At the time in 
Sir George Williams University when Immigration Regulations had to be 
faced, there was an agreement which made a distinction between the 
ordinary faculty appointment, Canadian and non-Canadian, and the very 
special scholarly appointment referred to as "Visiting Professorial 
Appointment." This is an important distinction that the University should 
retain. 


It was felt that the section on page 2 of document US-76-7-D13 on "Visiting 
Professorial Appointment" could be inserted in document US-76-7-D12 but 
if so, it would have to be inserted at the top of the page because the single 
spaced part of document US-76-7-D12 is quotations from the CAUT 
document which Senate cannot amend:. 


IT WAS MOVED BY PROF. MCEVENUE, SECONDED BY PROF. 
ORNSTEIN, THAT THE RESOLUTION CONCERNING, 
CANADIANIZATION IN THE UNIVERSITY (DOC-US-76-7-D12) 
WITH THE INSERTION OF AN EXCLUSION COVERING 
DISTINGUISHED VISITING PROFESSORS, BE APPROVED. 


Prof. Bordan hoped that the clause "such as wide advertisement, letters to 
Canadian Universities, etc." in the third principle of document 
US-76-7-D12 was not intended-to be a specific directive but rather as an 
example and that it would be understood that specifically at the very least we 
will continue to use the A.U.C.C. bulletin. 


It was argued that the wording of the first principle in document 
US-76-7-E7. was very ambiguous and that the second sentence in the 
second principle had a very negative connotation and it would be preferable 
to use the wording-of the amendment to motion number 7271 As-stated in 
the excerpts from the Loyola Senate Minutes of March 26 and 31, 1971 
(DOC-US-76-9-D2). 


Dr. O'Brien explained that the motion before Senate is a specific one which 
says that Senate expresses its approval of the principles set out by CAUT 
and recommends that those who are responsible for administering these 
things follow these principles. The proposal is that there is a text which 
exists outside this University, which obviously we cannot amend for 
CAUT, and that this University should agree to abide by it. It would be 
useful for Senate to either pass this resolution much as it stands or if Senate 
decides for various reasons that it does not like the CAUT text and is not 
prepared to endorse it, it should simply defeat the, motion rather than to 
attempt to modify the text. 


It was suggested that the document should be tabled to the January 1977 
meeting of Senate at which time it was hoped that Prof. Adam would be 
present to discuss it. 


It was argued however, that if it is tabled the effect will be that Concordia 
will have no document covering this matter. It should be approved and if 
there are Senators who feel that something better should be provided, a 
committee could be set up to develop a Concordia position on 
Canadianization. 


IT WAS MOVED BY DEAN FRENCH, SECONDED BY PROF. 
ORNSTEIN, THAT THE QUESTION BE PUT. 


- THE MOTION TO PUT THE QUESTION WAS VOTED ON AND WAS 
CARRIED - 


76-13-35 


It was pointed out that those who oppose document US-76-7-D12 and reject 
it because they feel that a better document could be prepared are in a real 
dilemma because voting against the motion could be interpreted as meaning 
that they are opposed to giving serious consideration to qualified Canadian 
citizens. 


- THE MAIN MOTION WAS VOTED ON AND WAS CARRIED - 
It was stated that now that the document has been approved any Senator 


who wished to produce a further document for a subsequent Senate meeting 
which would improve these principles would be welcome to do so. 


Adjournment 


The meeting was adjourned at 4:30 p.m. 


John Noonan 
Secretary of Senate 


